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Outline Of Reference Paper On: 


RECENT SYMPTOMS OF TENSION IN THE TOP COMMUNIST LEADERSHIP 


A number of recent developments in the Communist orbit, notably a 
reshuffle in the Soviet military and civilian leadership and the Soviet rift 
with the Communist Chinese over ''peaceful coexistence, '' point to a renewed 
state of tension, which accounts for the present bellicose foreign policy of 
the USSR. 


The top-level reorganization of the Soviet civilian leadership, which in- 
volved eleven rermovals from office and eight new appointments, was approved 
by an extraordinary joint session on May 4 of the Party Central Committee and 
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR. A conflict in the inner clique 
of Soviet leaders is suggested by the manner in which this session was announced. 


The changes approved by the May 4 meeting are of a diverse nature, and the 
common political denoininator does not become immediately apparent. However, 
the two speeches by Premier Khrushchev before the Supreme Soviet on May 5 
and May 7 can be regarded as a weather vane to future Soviet policy. From the 
manner in which Khrushchev expressed himself on May 5, it beca:ne evident that 
the Soviet government was considering the possibility of a future armed conflict. 


The chief reasons for the shift away from peaceful coexistence policy are 
the ideological disagreement in this matter between the Soviet Union and 
Red China and the dispute within the Party hierarchy regarding foreign policy. 
The personnel changes in Party and government, which reflect this dispute, 
constitute to a considerable degree a limitation of Khrushchev's influence. 
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RECENT SYMPTOMS OF TENSION IN THE TOP COMMUNIST LEADERSHIP 


A number of recent developments point to the existence of a renewed 
state of tension at top levels of the world Communist movement. The 
following are seen to be the more important symptoms of this tension: 


1. The April 13-16 meeting of the world Communist center in Prague, 
attended by representatives from thirty-six Communist Parties (Pravda, 
April 24, 1960). There are indications that the meeting discussed the 
future of Communism as affected by Khrushchev's advocation of "peaceful 
coexistence. " 


2. Important ideological differences between the Soviet and Communist 
Chinese views on ''peaceful coexistence, '' which became especially apparent 
during the celebrations of the ninetieth anniversary of Lenin's birth (April 22). 
See Analysis Service No. 30, 1959/60. | 


3. The call to Moscow on May 1 of top Soviet ambassadors. 
Since many Soviet envoys are also members or candidate members of the 
All-Union Party Central Committee, their convocation suggested that 
an extraordinary plenary session of the Central Committee was imminent. 


4. The appearance in the Soviet press of invective against the Stalin 
period, notably insections of a poem by Aleksandr T. Tvardovsky published 
in Pravda, April 29, 1960. The poem, exceeding in vitriol the criticism of 
Stalin made by Khrushchev at the Twentieth Party Congress, was_ evidently 
commissioned by the Party as a means of winning the sympathies of the broad 
masses of the population for the Soviet leadership on the eve of crucial events. 


5. The important changes that took place in the supreme command of 
the Soviet armed forces after the May Day celebrations; see Analysis Service 
No. 31, 1959/60. These changes are difficult to explain on purely military 
grounds; they suggest rather a state of tension in ruling circles and the imminence 
of even more important changes. 
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When the session of the Supreme Soviet opened on May 5, Radio lioscow 
reported that on the previous day a joint plenary session of the All-Union Party 
Central Committee and the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR hac 
taken place, at which eleven removals from office and eight new appointments 
in both Party and government had been approved. All recent plenary sessions 
of the Central Committee, according to the ''new tradition, '' were announced 
several months beforehand, their agenda published also beforehand, and the 
meetings themselves attended by large numbers of persons having nothing to do 
with the Central Committee or even with the Party: scholars, scientists, 
representatives of various ''social" (i.e., non-governmental) organizations 
and the press. The fact that the results of this meeting were published after 

it had taken place, without any indication of the questions discussed or of the 
reasons for such a reshuffle, suggests that another conflict had arisen within 
the inner clique of Soviet leaders and that this meeting had been hurriedly 
summoned as a result. 


The changes made on May 4 are of such a varied nature that it is difficult 
at first sight to determine the political factor involved in all of them. However, 
indications are provided by Khrushchev's speech on May 5 at the meeting of 

the Supreme Soviet, his concluding speech there on May 7, and by the 
replacement of Kliment Y. Voroshilov by Leonid I. Brezhnev as ''president 
of the Soviet state''-- the last and, formally speaking, the most important 

of all the changes made. 


Khrushchev's May 5 speech, insofar as it consisted of a eulogy of Soviet 
achievements and a dogmatic exposition of the blessings for the Soviet population 
from tax-abolition and other measures, was calculated to produce a favorable 
impression upon the Soviet masses and provide a fillip for propaganda abroad, 
even though these ''measures" have as yet no practical significance. 


In the ''foreign-policy' part of his speech, Khrushchev made it clear 
that he considered international relations to have taken a decided turn for 

the worse. Speaking in plain terms, he accused the Western powers and a 

number of their statesmen of being reluctant to achieve a "reasonable" regularization 
of important international problems and expressed doubt that positive results 

from the Paris conference were possible. This change of attitude was skillfully 
backed’ up by the U-2 incident. 


Khrushchev's blunt refusal to make any compromises in future international 
negotiations must be interpreted as an obvious attempt to soften the disagreements 
between Moscow and Peking in regard to the "peaceful coexistence" policy, 

being preceded as it was by a series of changes in senior Party and governmental 
positions. The events mentioned above make it clear that the Soviet volte-face 
was brought about by serious considerations connected with the internal 

situation. From the manner in which Khrushchev expressed himself on May 

5, it becomes evident that for the Soviet government it was not a matter 

of merely finding excuses for a failure at the summit but that it considered the 
possibility of a future armed conflict: 
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How do we understand the intrusion of an American 
airplane-—- and that not for the first time? Should we take 
it as a harbinger of war, a sign of invasion--that is, as 

a repetition of what Hitler did in his time? (Izvestia, Mayi 6, 1960). 


What was it that really prompted Khrushchev, who is certainly well 
acquainted with international reconnaissance practices, to dramatize the 
incident of the American plane and thus to prepare the way for a switch 
in Soviet foreign policy toward recognition of the inevitability of an armed 

conflict with the West? The primary reason for this reversal is apparently 
the disagreement with Peking on the interpretation of ''peaceful coexistence" 
and other disagreements in the Communist camp as a whole. 


These disagreements assumed an acute form at the meeting of leaders 
of the Warsaw Pact countries which took place in Moscow in February 

of this year. The Chinese observer at this meeting declared that the United 
States was and is the chief enemy, that there could therefore be no lengthy 
intervals of peace in the world situation, and that no agreements (evidently 

including those that were expected to be reached at the summit conference) 

concluded without China's participation could be binding’ upon her. 


Another reason for the change of Soviet attitude in foreign policy is the 
dispute which, it may be assumed, took place on this very question ten days 
before the summit conference at the joint session of the Party Central Committee 
and the ‘Presidium of the Supreme Soviet. Evidently, neither side won a 
complete victory, such as that which marked the plenum of June 1957, when 

the Molotov group was routed. 


Two main trends may be traced in the recent changes in the Soviet 
leadership. First, there is the tendency to give key positions to relatively 
young politicians whose careers have been mostly in the economic sphere; 

these include Frol R. Kozlov (appointed Secretary of the Central Committee), 
Dmitri S. Polyansky (promoted member of the Central Committee Presidium), 
Aleksei N. Kosygin (promoted member of the Central Committee Presidium and 
appointed First Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR), 

and Vladimir N. Novikov, who without having previously occupied any prominent 
position in the Party was made Chairman of the All-Union State Planning 
Commission (Gosplan). It may be assumed that this group, which has so far 
played no definite political role in the conflict between the orthodox and the 
pragmatic points of view of Soviet foreign policy, exerted a conciliatory 
influence on the session. 
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Second, there is the exclusion from the policy-making Secretariat 
of the Party Central Committee of several persons who may be regarded 
as functionaries of the old type: Averki B. Aristov (shunted to the Central 
Committee bureau of the Russian Soviet Federal Socialist Republic), Nikolai 
G. Ignatov (appointed a Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR), Brezhnev (elected to the very prominent post of Chairman of the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR), Khrushchev's protegee 
Yekaterina A. Furtseva (appointed Minister of Culture of the USSR). 

Also along this line is the appointment of Kozlov to Aleksei I. Kirichenko's 
former post as Central Committee Secretary in direct charge of Party organs 
and "distribution of cadres.'' The changes constitute to a considerable degree 
a limitation of Khrushchev's influence, prompted no doubt by the greater 
opposition to his attempts to gain absolute control. 


Against this background, the recent attempts of the Soviet leaders to win 
the support of the Soviet people by announcing planned improvements of the 
living standard become more intelligible. Evidently, this line of conduct has 

been prompted by the need for popular support at a time when a belligerent policy 
was being adopted in the international field. 


Naturally, the situation arising from the recent disputes within the 
Soviet leadership is no more than a truce; the future course of Soviet foreign 
policy will depend upon the most varied political factors, both within and without 


the country. A more _ extreme attitude was seen in Khrushchev's speech at 
a press conference on May lI: 


If the United States has not known real war on its 
territory, has not experienced bombs and still desires to 
unleash war, then we shall be obliged to send rockets there 
and they will arrive in the land of the aggressors during the 
very first minutes (Pravda, May 13, 1960) . 


It should also be borne in mind that the tendency toward ''spiritual 
emancipation" and the growing opposition to authoritarian regimes, as in 
Turkey and South Korea, under the leadership of students and other young 
people cannot fail to be reflected in the internal situation in the USS %. These 
events will undoubtedly exert an influence upon the siate of mind of tiie Soviet 
younger generation. It may be, therefore, that the adoption of a more ruthless 
line in foreign policy and the fabrication of ''threats from outside’ seem to the 
Soviet leaders the only means of creating solidarity between government and 
people and of putting an end to democratic tendencies among Soviet youth. 
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REFERENCE PAPERS: 
The Soviet-Affairs Analysis Service will have for distribution a limited 
number of copies of an authoritative syllabus on Communism in the Soviet Union. 
Compiled from the commentaries and writings of Professor Konstantin 
Shteppa, a noted sovietologist, the 38-page brochure is of two-fold value to 
the scholar and the editor: first, it gives the background needed for an 
informed appraisal of the current changes in the Soviet scene; second, it 
focuses attention on those facets of Soviet ideology that remain unaltered, 
regardless of changes in leadership, revisions of tactics, or shifts in 
propaganda objectives. 


This publication, entitled A Syllabus On Soviet Communism, is 


available free of charge to persons regularly receiving the weekly analyses 


of the Soviet Affairs Analysis Service. Please send your request on the 


form below. 


Press and Publications Division 
American Committee for Liberation 
1657 Broadway 

New York 19, New York 


Please send the publication,A Syllabus On Soviet Communism, to: 


NAME: 


ADDRESS: 
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